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12. This article primarily uses three dela from the Novyi mir fond at RGALI, f. 1702 (Novyi mir), op. 9, d. 107-109, which contain letters from the very end of 1962 through to the summer of 1963. Letters continued to be received in the second half of 1963, but these were often more general responses to Solzhenitsyn's publications and reputation, rather than specifically related to his first work, "Odin den' Ivana Denisovicha." In the three dela explored, about twenty letters were copied. Of these twenty, only two supported the work unequivocally, while one questioned the necessity of publishing such works at all (the sister of a purge victim, Comrade Spasskaia was distressed to read of the horrors her brother had endured, d. 107,11. 34-35). The majority, however, were more equivocal. The other seventeen letters examined all claimed to accept the process of de-Stalinization, whilst challenging certain important aspects of Solzhenitsyn's work. At least eight of the letters criticized Solzhenitsyn's use of language. Five letters came from men still serving prison sentences for nonpolitical crimes. 582 that potential for conflict along the lines suggested by Cohen existed within Khrushchev's society, I argue that the reformer/conservative paradigm imposes excessively fixed identities onto its subjects. The beliefs held by any one individual cannot always be so neatly categorized. Individuals might welcome some of the changes occurring in the post-Stalin years while opposing others. Although Lakshin had maintained that an individual's attitude towards Ivan Denisovich was a reliable gauge of his political attitudes more broadly, close examination of readers' letters suggests that those who embraced reform in other areas did not always praise Solzhenitsyn's work. The discussion that followed the publication of One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich was in fact part of a rather more complex dialogue about the nature of change in the post-Stalin era.
Solzhenitsyn's tale of life in a labor camp led many readers to reflect not only on the crimes of the past but also on current issues, in particular the changing status of the gulag since Stalin's death. Between 1953 and 1959, the Soviet government had introduced a raft of measures intended to radically scale down the gulag. By 1960 the camp population was little more than a fifth of its 1953 size.l3 Contrary to traditional understandings of de-Stalinization, repressed party members were by no means the only returnees.14 In addition to those legally rehabilitated, many made it home as a result either of one of the amnesties decreed in these years or of the new measures introduced to allow early release.15 The enormous exodus from the camps taking place in the first seven years of de-Stalinization thus included prisoners who had served time for the entire spectrum of offences, including not only anti-Soviet activity but also hooliganism, theft, and murder. Although the downsizing of the gulag was already being reversed by the early 1960s, massive releases had generated significant anxiety amongst citizens who worried that the Soviet collective was under threat from highly destructive elements, hitherto contained and isolated in the camp zone. viet press.23 Both Oliker and Zuev were uncertain whether their memoirs were publishable, but neither had any doubt that their work was in keeping with the party line. They firmly believed that the pariah status they had endured for so long was now unequivocally revoked. Oliker recounted how a leading party official in his hometown of Minsk had invited him in for a "free and friendly chat," even encouraging him to seek out a publisher. Novyi mir encouraged this impression. Although they rejected the manuscripts, the editors were insistent that the victims' experiences were not being disregarded: Oliker was told that even if it remained unpublished, "the manuscript was worth writing," while Zuev was assured it was still "correct and necessary" that "these pages" had been written.
Significantly, there is little in surviving letters to suggest that the revived status of these former "enemies of people" was a source of conflict for a broader public. Following Khrushchev and the party leadership, they regarded their rehabilitation as a necessary step on the revolutionary journey. Documents preserved in the Novyi mir archive do, however, indicate that the question of readmission might prove controversial in other ways. Some seemed to suggest that not all Stalin's outcasts could be welcomed home and exonerated in this way. Did This must be done so that nothing similar can ever be repeated."32 Extolling Solzhenitsyn's work as a necessary contribution to the party's quest for "truth," he appeared unable to countenance any fundamental opposition to the work. No one, he seemed to claim, could deny the necessity of speaking openly about the horrors of Stalin's gulag. Yet in the closing words of his preface, Tvardovskii did acknowledge that some might be shocked, and even angered, by Solzhenitsyn's text. Some overly "persnickety" [priveredlivyi] people, he feared, would object to some words and expressions taken from the "milieu" in which the story takes place. Tvardovskii already realized that the issue of language would be central.
Though initial reviews had been positive, dissenting voices emerged by the new year, and the question of language did indeed prove important.33 Writing in the literary journal Don in January, the critic Fedor
Chapchakhov criticized Solzhenitsyn's use of "convict slang," or literally "convict music" (blatnaia muzika).34 Nevertheless, none of the published critics focused on the problem of language with quite the tenacity shown by ordinary readers. In the letters located in the Novyi mir archive, language appears to be the single most distressing aspect of One Day in the Life of Ivan Denisovich. One pensioner described how he almost laughed at the made-up criminal (blatnoi) words, but was then overcome with confusion as to how this kind of "concoction" came to be published.35 A Russian teacher complained that in all sixty-five pages the reader would not find a single phrase written in the literary language he had been taught.36 Meanwhile, a captain in the Soviet army expressed his indignation that someone who had received higher education, served as an officer, and was now a teacher and novice author, should use words that most readers would take "years to learn."37 For him, Solzhenitsyn's status identified him as a respectable member of Soviet society, and this fact should have been reflected in the language the author employed.
Even readers who passionately denounced the atrocities committed under Stalin were nonetheless aghast at the author's use of slang and profanity. Such a response is best illustrated by a letter from a certain Z. G. These prisoners concurred that the promises of redemption blazoned across the newspapers in the 1950s had now been broken. None of them could really cherish any hope that they would emerge from the camps as new men or be taken on by a collective within Soviet society for reeducation. While the purge victims could share in the euphoric mood of 1961-62, the "criminal," who had been wooed with notions of correction throughout the 1950s, remained isolated and excluded.
Some prisoners even realized that it was not only the state that had rejected them, but also-and perhaps most vociferously-the Soviet public. One prisoner wrote to Solzhenitsyn: "We who are serving twenty-five years are the bread and butter for those who are supposed to teach us virtue, corrupt though they are themselves. Did not the colonizers make out that Indians and Negroes were not fully human in this way? ... It takes nothing at all to arouse public opinion against us. It is enough to write an article in the paper called 'Man in a Cage,' or to describe how a degenerate criminal violated a five-month-old baby girl, and tomorrow the people will organize meetings to demand that we be burnt in furnaces."68 The perceived dynamic here between the press and popular opinion is revealing. While acknowledging the role the media might play, the prisoner also appreciated the high levels of collective anger emanating from Soviet citizens. According to this prisoner-correspondent, the reluctance to view outcasts as fully human came not only from the state but also from deep within society itself. The identification and branding of outcasts was not just a state-led enterprise but one in which the newspaper-reading public also played an important part.
These letters provide an unexpected angle to the Ivan Denisovich debate. As the post-Stalinist world sought to redefine the boundary between insiders and outsiders, those cast out did not always remain silent. Instead of accepting their renewed exclusion, they used the notions of "reeducation" and "reforging" promoted during the 1950s in order to claim their rightful return to society. But with the state engineering a dramatic turn 66. Ibid., 1. 7. 67. Ibid., 11. 1-6. 68. Solzhenitsyn, "How People Read One Day," 56.
